
EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS268 January 6, 1999
I trust all my colleagues join me in congratu-

lating Nolan Ryan. 
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GOOD ADVICE ON THE STATE OF 
THE UNION CEREMONIES 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 6, 1999

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member 
strongly commends to the attention of his col-
leagues an editorial found in the January 5, 
1999, edition of the Omaha World Herald enti-
tled, ‘‘Discreet State of Union Would Do.’’ The 
editorial appropriately points out that during re-
cent years during a President’s State of the 
Union address ‘‘supporters bounce up and 
down giving standing ovations in response to 
choreographed rhetorical flourishes. His oppo-
nents, also playing to the cameras, signify dis-
pleasure with stony silence. Or they dispropor-
tionately applaud such presidential lines as, 
‘‘We must do better,’’ when ‘‘better’’ refers to 
a policy that the opponents support.’’

Indeed, it should be obvious to Members of 
Congress and to much of the American public 
that the atmosphere now attending the deliv-
ery of a State of the Union address has be-
come high political theater which does not 
serve the reputation of the Congress well; nor 
does it reassure the American public that the 
Congress or the President are seriously at-
tempting to work together to address the prob-
lems and opportunities facing our nation. It 
has degenerated into the kind of exaggerated 
conduct that one would expect to find in an 
old-fashioned melodrama. It is time for a 
change, and the editorial makes some rel-
evant points and suggestions about directions 
for such changes. This Member urges his col-
leagues and especially leaders of the Con-
gress to work with the President and his suc-
cessor to make appropriate modifications in 
the manner in which the State of the Union is 
presented to the Congress.

DISCREET STATE OF UNION WOULD DO 
Some U.S. senators, including Democrats 

Robert Torricelli of New Jersey and Joseph 
Lieberman of Connecticut, say it would be 
inappropriate for President Clinton to ap-
pear before a joint session of Congress to re-
port on the State of the Union while his im-
peachment trial is pending. It would not be 
a national tragedy if Clinton listened to 
them. 

Nothing in the Constitution says a presi-
dent must deliver a prime-time, televised 
speech from the House of Representatives 
every year. It says only that the president 
‘‘shall from time to time give to the Con-
gress information of the state of the union, 
and recommend to their consideration such 
measures as he shall judge necessary and ex-
pedient.’’ George Washington and John 
Adams addressed joint sessions of Congress 
in person. Thomas Jefferson discontinued 
the practice. He said a personal appearance 
was too monarchical a ceremony for the 
leader of a democratic republic. 

Written State of the Union addresses—
often not much more than a collection of bu-
reaucratic reports from the departments of 
the executive branch—were delivered to Con-
gress until 1913, when Woodrow Wilson resur-
rected the tradition of a presidential speech. 

Wilson said he wanted to show ‘‘that the 
president of the United States is a person, 
not a mere department of the government 
hailing Congress from some isolated island 
of jealous power, sending messages, not 
speaking naturally with his own voice—that 
he is a human being trying to cooperate with 
other human beings in a common service.’’

It’s hard to quibble with that proposition. 
But the development of television since Wil-
son’s time has put the State of the Union ad-
dress in a different light. The president is 
now one of the most visible persons in the 
world. And the event Wilson described as a 
chance for the president to speak naturally 
with his own voice about common service to 
the people has devolved into a glitzy produc-
tion heavy on style and light on substance. 

In the modern television age, the formula 
is the same regardless of which party holds 
the White House. As senators and represent-
atives look on in the House chamber, the 
president’s entrance is preceded by proces-
sions of Cabinet members and Supreme 
Court justices. Members of the president’s 
party send up a raucous cheer when the chief 
executive enters the chamber. Even people 
who despise the president jostle to be cap-
tured on camera smiling, clapping and cheer-
ing for him. 

Throughout the address, the president’s 
supporters bounce up and down giving stand-
ing ovations in response to choreographed 
rhetorical flourishes. His opponents, also 
playing to the cameras, signify displeasure 
with stony silence. Or they disproportion-
ately applaud such presidential lines as ‘‘We 
must do better,’’ when ‘‘better’’ refers to a 
policy that the opponents support. 

The president tosses rhetorical bouquets to 
people seated in the House gallery—his fam-
ily, disabled veterans, civilian heroes. 

The State of the Union address has become 
a long, shallow and predictable bit of polit-
ical theater. A reversion to Jeffersonian dis-
cretion, considering the current cir-
cumstances, wouldn’t be a bad thing.
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Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, thank you, Mr. 
Speaker, and thank you, my newly confirmed 
colleagues of the 106th Congress. I am truly 
honored to be here today joining this distin-
guished group of Americans from across our 
great nation. Standing shoulder-to-shoulder in 
the U.S. Capitol today with these Members of 
the 106th Congress is an honor exceeded 
only by that of representing the wonderful peo-
ple of the 22nd District of New York. 

Mr. Speaker, I am truly humbled by the 
awesome responsibility and I am invigorated 
by the challenge before me—to carry on the 
tradition of my esteemed predecessor, Jerry 
Solomon, and to advance policies beneficial to 
the 600,000 people I now represent. 

Today is a day dominated by idealistic vi-
sions and profound rhetoric. While I bring with 
me today the ideals of freedom and oppor-
tunity, I am riveted in the reality that these no-
tions must be translated into concrete results 
in people’s everyday life. Bringing tax relief to 
hard working families, promoting economic de-

velopment to create new job opportunities, 
taking significant steps to ensure a safe and 
drug-free environment in our schools—All 
these examples make a difference in the 
homes of the people of the Hudson Valley and 
Adirondack Mountains of New York and all will 
be my priorities as I take the oath of office 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my family, 
those that are here today and those that could 
not make the trip, for all their love and support 
as we begin this new endeavor. I would like to 
thank Congressman Solomon a truly great 
American, for his two decades of dedicated 
and tireless service to the citizens of the 22nd 
District of New York. And thank you to those 
same citizens that have entrusted me to ad-
vance their views here in the U.S. Capitol. 
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Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, recent figures 
from the Department of the Interior indicate 
that the cost of fighting severe wildfires has 
risen from $100 million per year just two dec-
ades ago, to well over $1 billion today. In ad-
dition, wildfires every year destroy hundreds of 
acres of forest lands, threatening lives, home 
and air quality. 

In many remote regions of the country, for-
estry officials use small, controlled fires known 
as ‘‘prescribed burns’’ to remove excess un-
derbrush that fuels severe wildfires. In so 
doing, they eliminate a major source of fuel of 
wildfires, while also promoting healthier forest 
growth. 

In metropolitan areas like Los Angeles, how-
ever, officials are prevented from expanding 
this procedure due to air quality regulations 
that limit emissions from all sources—wildfires, 
burns, smog, and the like. Last year alone, 
these officials wanted to burn more than 
20,000 acres to protect local residents from 
out-of-control wildfires. Bureaucratic regula-
tions, however, permitted the burning of only 
2,000 acres—well below safety expert’s rec-
ommendations. 

Working with Representatives DREIER, 
MCKEON and local forestry and air quality offi-
cials, I have introduced the Forest Protection 
Act. This measure will ease current restrictions 
for ten years to allow officials to conduct an 
expanded prescribed burn program. Over the 
time-year period, local officials will monitor for-
est health and air quality to ensure that both 
improve over time. 

Local forestry officials are not the only ex-
perts to recognize the importance of this pro-
cedure. Both Interior Secretary Babbit and En-
vironmental Protection Agency chief Carol 
Browner have publicly supported prescribed 
burns as a means to promote forest health 
and prevent severe wildfires. 

The Forest Health and Wildfire Prevention 
Act will give forestry officials the ability to use 
this time-tested technique to protect area resi-
dents and air quality while supporting the deli-
cate ecological balance in our forests. 
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